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Most appealing was the frank statement that the confiscatory
character of the decrees offended the public policy of the
forum.100 Numerous French judgments up to 1928 declared
more precisely that, while the title validly passed within Rus-
sia, it was contrary to French public policy, that by socializa-
tion the legal existence of the enterprises should be destroyed
within France.101 This opinion was shared by the New York
courts and expressed as late as I934.102 On this basis, the
capacity of the nationalized corporation to appear in court
was affirmed,103 provided that directors suing in the name
of the corporation showed authorization from its stock-
holders.104
The matter has become obsolete, however, in this country,
inasmuch as the Soviet Government on the occasion of its
recognition &e jure by the so-called Litvinoff agreement, has
assigned to the United States Government any claims it may
have had to property within the territory of the United
States.105 The Court of Appeals of New York nevertheless
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